inary pathology examination along the lines I have outlined and as the committee proposed assuming that the appropriate changes to the examination committee structure are made. Define core material for a pathologist, get a consensus from the membership, and emphasize it. I also support a framework to recognize new subspecialties, but there should be some checks and balances here because I think our best interest is served by our unity, not separation. However, when a new subspecialty emerges, as toxicologic pathology seems to have, we should have a mechanism in place to evaluate its validity and incorporate it into our college in an organized and systematic manner. Placing it into the "menu" of the examination is a possible trial step along the path. With time perhaps the content of this menu item could be expanded into a more substantial examination, just as clinical pathology was expanded into a more formally recognized subspecialty. We must have a means for current diplomates to acquire the new portions of the examination if they so desire without having to re-take the entire examination. Last is the question of designation for successful completion of new subspecialty examinations. I suggest we table this until we see the response to a new toxicologic pathology section on the examination but at least admit that eventually we might consider a third designation: "veterinary toxicologic pathologist." Paul C. Stromberg Professor of Veterinary Pathology The Ohio State University Columbus, OH Editor:
Initial perspective from the 1995 Ad Hoc Examination Committee
The initial perspectives from the 1995 Ad Hoc Examination Committee are provided below for membership review and comment. The objective of this communication is to present current committee views and to stimulate constructive comments from the membership. We recognize the sensitive nature of the certification examinations and appreciate the complexity of specialization within veterinary pathology. Our recommendations are preliminary and will remain that way until we consider the wishes of the membership. We are your committee, please let us know how we can best serve you and the future of our College.
Our charges from Council were: 1) Evaluate the use of menu driven options for the examinations, 2) identify core material, 3) if changes in the exam are recommended, should subspecializations be indicated on certificates of diplomacy, 4) evaluate the use of computer technology on the examination, 5 ) evaluate the current exam schedule, suggest a time frame if changes were implemented, consider impact of possible changes on the examination committee and procedures to administer the exam. A draft of our report addresses each charge and was given to Council in September 1995, a summary of this report can be found in the business report of our 1995 Annual Meeting (pp. 7-1 1).
Our committee is committed to maintaining the high standards and quality of the exams, the breadth, and the retention of core material. Membership is concerned about the success rate on the Veterinary Pathology section and we would also like to see the pass rate improve, comparable to the results of the last two years in clinical pathology. We recognize that the examinations are only one aspect of the pass rate and considerable concern has been directed upon the preparedness of the candidates. The examination committees strive to develop fair and rigorous examinations that reflect the knowledge, skills and job functions of the ACVP membership. Quality control for each examination is set by the expertise and diversity of the examination committees, their continual evaluation ofthe exam material, and the consulting service hired by Council. The examination committees cannot control the quality of the applicants, that responsibility resides with the sponsors. There are only two requirements to sit our examinations: a minimum of three years of training be successfully completed and that the application is signed by a sponsoring member of the ACVP. The duration of postgraduate training (3 years) was recently reduced from five years in response to questions from the American Board of Veterinary Specialists (ABVS). It is doubtful if this change improves the success rate of candidates. The most important quality control of the candidates is our signatures on their applications. Members must not feel pressure from this three year requirement but rather approve candidates based upon demonstrated experience and knowledge which indicates a high likelihood of success on the examination. In reality, we often approve an application based on an unwritten promissory note from them that they will study hard and address deficiencies in the remaining months before the exam. The responsibility of the sponsor cannot be over emphasized, there is responsibility to the profession, the College and to the candidate for a fair and critical assessment of the skills necessary to sit the examination.
Our training programs also need to be in alignment with the examinations. Members are asked annually to submit material to the examinations and a large percentage of each examination is reviewed at our annual meeting. Both mechanisms provide open communication between the examination committees and members responsible for training programs. How often do we take advantage of these mechanisms to contribute to or review the contents of the exams? These reviews are designed to help align training programs, the examinations, and the potential candidates.
We believe that adding modules to the veterinary pathology section ofthe anatomic exam will also help this alignment and help address the massive breadth of these exams. The amount of new information that candidates can potentially be examined on is exceedingly broad. We believe that adding modules to the veterinary pathology section would help all candidates organize their preparation, and therefore, part of their education. In a small, but contributory way, it permits candidates to tailor their training program with one of the four sections of the examination. Their training program must continue to be broad enough and have sufficient depth to prepare them for the entire examination. We propose adding a toxicologic pathology module and possibly a special specieslavian module.
In recent years, Council asked the examination committees to increase the number of questions that dealt with toxicologic pathology. This has been accomplished and many of these questions appear in the general pathology section. If a toxicologic pathology module were created, then related exam questions could be shifted to this module. We believe this will help clinical pathology candidates and anatomic pathology candidates that are in general training programs which have no specific interest in toxicologic pathology. Inclusion of toxicologic pathology questions in the general pathology section does not compliment the majority of training programs or the expertise of the majority of veterinary clinical pathology candidates. This module would also help individuals in toxicology pathology training programs in that at least one-sixteenth of the examination could be tailored to their chosen specialty. Our present concept is that the addition of elective modules to the exam format would not require a change on our certificates. Another module we have considered is one that includes wildlife, avian, exotic, and any species with nucleated erythrocytes. We believe this module or menu approach will help individuals in general training programs and those in focused programs to successfully complete their educational process as well as the ACVP exam certification process.
Examining these focused areas is probably not beneficial to the education of all candidates. Many candidates simply try to cram enough information in each of these areas to squeeze by or take the attitude, "I'll give them fish diseases." The breadth and depth of the examination may be fostering attitudes that many of us hear from candidates, "I just hope to pass two sections and hopefully three. . . ." We don't need to sponsor candidates that are approaching the exam with this attitude and we don't want an examination that is so difficult that we foster this attitude. We believe that adding one or two modules to the examination is a good idea and would help address the breadth and degree of difficulty of the examination. The time candidates' spend cramming information about all species or diseases could be better utilized studying mechanisms and pathogenesis of diseases, core material, which we all agree adds educational value. Our recommendations to accomplish this menu approach includes a time table for implementation, changes in the examination committees, and how the exams are scheduled. It is interesting that our original examination used a menu format.
Discussions about subspecialization has occupied the majority of our time and is clearly the most difficult charge to address. Our committee has invested considerable time debating pros and cons of subspecialization and there has not been unanimity. We used toxicologic pathology as the template for many of our discussions and veterinary clinical pathology as a successful role model. The clinical pathology examination and certification were started in 1972, approximately twenty years after the first veterinary pathology examination. Veterinary clinical pathology is recognized by the AVMA as an affiliate of veterinary pathology. The examination in veterinary pathology did not reflect the skills and job function of clinical pathologists and consequently this group wanted an exam that tested their expertise and training. From this start, two separate disciplines have emerged which now stand equal. We asked Ed Mahaffey to review how cer-tification in Clinical Pathology came to be in the hopes there was a philosophical or mechanistic path to follow for future affiliates. However, we discovered more differences than similarities between the environment then versus now. For instance, Clinical Pathology was a relatively small group, comprised a minority of the ACVP membership and it did not provide employment for many veterinary pathologists. In contrast, toxicologic pathology is a relatively large group, encompassing a majority of the ACVP membership and employing many veterinary anatomic and clinical pathologists. A similarity between 1972 and today was the emotional debate of whether there should be another examination; apparently our membership was just as polarized then as we are today about subspecialization. The decision to examine and certify in veterinary clinical pathology was made by a written vote of membership at an ACVP business meeting. Details of how discussions apparently continued while the ballots were being completed will appear in our final report. Change is rarely received with opened arms and the closer changes are to the heart, the more it becomes like moving a graveyard. Certainly, our two examinations are the heart of the ACVP organization. Any large changes in these exams stir deep feelings from our membership.
Subspecialization is part of ourjobs, it is part of our annual meeting, our educational forums, our research, our training programs, and this list could go on. The sensitive issue seems to be whether we should permit subspecialization to have a larger role on our examinations and if we should permit residents and graduate students to "subspecialize" early in their career? The group that is most actively pursuing subspecialization within the ACVP and recognition via a certifying examination is toxicologic pathology. Regardless of the group, it is the consensus ofour committee that the ACVP should have a process in place that can be followed if such groups petition the ACVP for affiliate status. We also believe that the best mechanism to follow is that detailed by the AVMA for affiliate groups. A complete description of this can be found in the guidelines for the AVMA Policies and Procedures, American Board of Veterinary Specialties. It is this committee's recommendation that a process within the ACVP, which would provide for affiliate group status, should receive membership approval by ballot vote.
Subspecialty groups must have core material that overlaps with the core material of the present exams and a skill set and knowledge set that is sufficiently different that it justifies a separate examination. If their core material does not overlap with our core material than they should go elsewhere and if their skill set is too small then an examination and certification probably can not be justified. We believe that the core material of our examinations are general pathology and microscopy. Gross pathology should be part of the core skills of a veterinary pathologist, although this skill seems less applicable to a veterinary clinical pathologist. Core material that is identical in our present two examinations is general pathology. Core skills that are also examined, albeit somewhat differently, is microscopic interpretation. Veterinary pathology uses histopathology and electron microscopy for this section; clinical pathology uses cytologic preparations, hematologic films, and electron microscopy. A "general theme" for both examinations is diagnostic pathology. Our Vet Pathol 33:2, 1996 certifying examinations should emphasize this core knowledge base and skill set, and our training programs should also emphasize these areas to optimize success of their candidates. These common characteristics provide our identity as veterinary pathologists, assures unity within the scientific community and forms the basis for employment opportunities. A key diversity, however, is based on the different species and the unique skill sets that are applicable to subspecialty groups. An examination that maintains the core material for veterinary pathologists and that includes unique skill sets is a viable option that will keep the College together and permit our growth.
There are multiple ways to address subspecialization once we collectively agree that change and growth are occurring within our discipline and that it is appropriate for our certification examinations to reflect our growth. If we can agree on this philosophical issue then we can put together a plan to address subspecialization. As we considered the philosophical issues, our committee looked at several plans. Three approaches have been considered in some detail, they are: 1) separate certifying examinations (as we presently have), 2) a specialty examination that would follow successful completion of either of our present two examinations (sequential approach), 3) and/or a menu approach for the entire examination or the veterinary pathology section of the veterinary pathology (anatomic) examination (similar to what was described earlier). Our committee feels that separate or sequential examinations addresses the issue of subspecialization, while a menu approach to the veterinary pathology examination deals more with the massive breadth of our examinations than with subspecialization. A process for implementation of a separate examination and a summary of the sequential examination approach appear as addendums to this letter.
A frequently voiced argument against changing the examination format is that our broad training and ability to interpret lesions from multiple animal species will be compromised if another examination and certification were created. Most of us completed a training program that dealt with the more "conventional" species, however, we are able to extrapolate general principles to most species and lesions. It seems logical that if individuals educated in horse, cow, and pig pathology can interpret lesions from laboratory animals then the reverse will also be true. Individuals that know dog, cat, laboratory and zoo animal pathology are just as broad based, and can still interpret lesions from "large animals." The example of an individual trained at AFIP with limited large animal necropsy experience is a good indicator that diverse training programs can produce excellent individuals. There are multiple ways to educate, train and examine highly qualified persons.
Would diplomates presently engaged in toxicologic pathology need to take a new examination if offered? Although no governmental agency demands board certification in veterinary pathology or toxicologic pathology, most employers have the expectation that "their" veterinary pathologists be certified by the ACVP. It seems reasonable to our committee, and those individuals we have consulted, that ACVP diplomates with demonstrated work experience in toxicologic pathology have established credentials from work experi-ence, publications, and reports (experience still has value!), with little added value from completion of an additional examination.
Employers will find value in various credentials, experience, and individual attributes and decide which best fills their job function. Employers that hire individuals certified by the ACVP know the quality of the product because of an established track record. If a new examination was created, presumably it would take time to establish a good track record before employers had confidence in the quality of education and certification of these diplomates. Some concern will be alleviated by emphasizing similar core material. Testing for unique skill sets may also appeal to employers and should help keep training programs and the examination aligned.
An additional question has been, will all training programs need to offer toxicologic pathology? All training programs must do an excellentjob with the core material, that is critical to our continued success. After that, training programs should do what they do best. Programs that offer excellent training in immunopathology, neuropathology, wildlife pathology, toxicologic pathology, etc. should continue to do what they do well and attract the brightest individuals available. Training programs reflect the expertise of the educators and the resources available. It is unrealistic to expect that all training programs can offer excellence in all subspecialties of veterinary pathology, and clearly they do not. A menu examination process would align the examinations with our current approach to education in veterinary pathology and with career aspirations of candidates.
The subspecialty of toxicologic pathology has grown from societal demand to the point that it is now a large and well recognized subspecialty in the scientific community. There are several University programs that offer specialty training in toxicologic pathology. A committee composed of members from the STP and the ACVP have outlined and recommended training programs in toxicologic pathology. The timing is right for our examinations to reflect the changes that have occurred and are continuing to evolve in the discipline of veterinary pathology. If certification in toxicologic pathology occurs, it should be done by the ACVP. We know from our experiences in veterinary pathology and veterinary clinical pathology that subspecialization can be successfully recognized with certifying examinations, our parent organization has received benefit from this approach and new opportunities have been provided to the veterinary medical community. The provision ofa process by which subspecialty groups can seek affiliation and recognition within the ACVP is a further opportunity to strengthen our College and assure expanded opportunities for future diplomates. We have used toxicologic pathology as an example for subspecialization, however, whatever group requests an affiliate status, we believe that the ACVP should have a process in place for subspecialization.
Our committee is anxious to hear from the membership and others in the scientific community. We must also realize, that much like our diagnoses, these represent opinions on an issue for which the "right answer" is not known. Subjective decisions regarding the future are neither easy or trivial. Membership will make a decision based on what they believe is in the best interest of the future of the ACVP. This is not the first time our examinations have been looked at and it will not be the last. As changes occur in our organization we need to re-evaluate our certifying examinations and now seems to be a good time. Please feel free to share your thoughts with any of us, Council, or as a letter to the editor. We need input from our members before we submit our final report to Council. 1) a plan for subspecialization that uses separate examinations and outlines a process for Council that follows the ABVS guidelines for affiliation and 2) a plan for subspecialization that uses the sequential approach.
A menu approach is described in this editorial, it should help address the breadth of the examinations, and a modified version might address subspecialization.
Subspecialization approach
We recognize there is subspecialization in veterinary pathology and recommend a process by which subspecialty groups may obtain recognition and approval as an ACVP Affiliate Group (for clarity and consistency with the AVMA American Board of Veterinary Specialties, a "subspecialty group" is referred to as an "affiliate group"). Our committee recommends: 1) that each prospective affiliate group prepare a proposal, which fulfills specific criteria defined by the ABVS, for review and decision by ACVP Council and 2) that each prospective affiliate group proposal contain an examination plan which addresses the impact upon the current ACVP examination process and also assures preservation of quality and commonality of the examinations.
We recommend that Council seek membership approval for the general concept of subspecialization of the ACVP, by requesting the affiliate group approval process be amended to the by-laws.
We recommend that the examination follow the four section format currently utilized by veterinary and clinical pathology and the same validation criteria and pass-fail criteria. Core material common to existing ACVP subspecialties (anatomic and clinical pathology) should be clearly identified. Requirements for who may sit the examination must be included and should be in accord with ACVP and AVMA guidelines.
The prospective affiliate group must address: 1) how the exam committee would change, 2) qualification of, and the selection process for individuals proposed to prepare the examination, 3) the number and who the initial examiners would be, 4) concepts on cost, number of candidates per year and minimum number of candidates required to offer an examination, and 5) recommendation regarding charter members, i.e., whether-or-not charter members would be identified and if so, the selection criteria/process used to identify these charter members.
We recommend that any examination modifications be initiated no sooner than three years after recognition of an affiliate group by the AVMA permitting trainees and training programs an opportunity for advance preparation.
We recommend that certificates bear the subspecialty title when affiliate groups are formed and appropriate certification exams have been successfully completed.
Sequential subspecialization approach
The ad hoc committee has debated the pros and cons of recognizing subspecialization within the ACVP and how this might be implemented. Because of the breadth of veterinary pathology, once residency training is completed virtually all diplomates inevitably become de facto subspecialized. This document is based on the premise that we all develop an area of subspecialization through the performance of our jobs. If subspecialization is to be recognized with an examination then it should follow certification in anatomical pathology or clinical pathology.
We view the DVM degree as broad, general education in a medical discipline which directly, or after further training, affords a remarkably large number of diverse career choices as illustrated by general practice, biomedical research, zoo animal medicine, diagnostic pathology, etc. Further education in a clinical or paraclinical discipline after the DVM degree constitutes specialization, such as residency training Vet Pathol 33:2, 1996 in radiology, laboratory animal medicine or anatomic pathology. To some, the term subspecialization denotes further focusing of an area of specialization, such as from general surgery to orthopedic surgery or perhaps from general anesthesiology to the anesthesiology of avian species.
Although our college was founded on the discipline of anatomic pathology, the evolution and consolidation of clinical pathology resulted in our college offering two separate examinations for candidates with either anatomic pathology (AP) or clinical pathology (CP) training. Clinical pathology is an affiliate of the ACVP but two distinct and separate disciplines have emerged which stand on equal footing. Fundamentally, anatomic pathologists and clinical pathologists are trained as diagnosticians concerned with disease diagnosis. Their activities are complimentary rather than mutually exclusive and some members of our college have taken both training paths. These two fields of specialization in veterinary pathology are currently endpoints but further instruction and study, leading to subspecialization in both veterinary AP and CP are possible. We envision subspecialization in AP in such areas as dermatopathology, ophthalmic pathology, the pathology of zoo animals, diagnostic pathology, and so on. In all these fields, subspecialization is built upon a foundation of AP. Toxicological pathology (TP) is practiced by pathologists who recognize, describe and elucidate the effects of naturally occurring disease and/or xenobiotics on mammalian and non-mammalian species.
Toxicologic pathologists draw upon skills acquired during their training in AP or CP, as well as, skills acquired through job experiences. It is crucial that they (or any other subspecialty group) identify a unique skill set (separate from the core material of AP and CP) that is large enough to justify examination. Many areas important to toxicological pathologists (for example pharmacokinetics, drug interactions) lie outside the training acquired in "conventional" residency programs. However, the same case can be made for other potential areas of subspecialization. The veterinary pathologist employed in a diagnostic laboratory will soon have to become conversant with the interpretation of serological tests, of helminth counts in the gut, the growth characteristics of bacteria on media and so on. It is to be expected that all branches of subspecialization will take the pathologist into areas on the fringe of what constitutes classical pathology and beyond.
An important issue in this debate is the breadth and goals of our training programs in veterinary pathology and what we expect of the certifying examinations. To sit the ACVP examination, candidates must have had 3 years of supervised training from an ACVP diplomate. Typically, candidates from North America are in residency or combined residencylgraduate programs. It is important to reiterate that the AP or CP examinations test knowledge of the spontaneous diseases of domestic and non-domestic animals. Masters and doctoral studies are not the substance of the examination, although clearly some areas of a graduate program (such as graduate level courses) will be of assistance to the ACVP candidate. Similarly, there are many areas of subspecialization unique to each particular field of pathology which are beyond the scope of the ACVP examination.
Recommendations
Our proposal is that the two examinations, AP or CP, remain "unchanged" and that Toxicologic Pathology (and other potential fields as suggested above) be offered as a subspecialization subsequent to passing primary ACVP boards in AP or CP.
Epilogue
Retaining the current, broad AP examination provides diplomates with the greatest number of choices upon completion of their training and will best facilitate changes of career path during our professional lives. Thus, a veterinary pathologist may work in Toxicologic Pathology for a number of years and then decide to move to another branch of pathology. A toxicological pathologist with primary AP or CP certification and subspecialization in TP would be competitive on the basis of hidher general training plus work experience.
The issue of cost is an obvious and important matter to the "candidates" and the ACVP. It may be difficult for the ACVP to justify the additional costs encumbered by a sequential examination. Of course there will be additional costs to the candidates.
If this philosophical approach was selected the mechanistic details of exam structure, exam committee cost, etc. would need to be defined.
